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INTRODUCTION

en years before the outbreak of World War I, Russia

and Japan fought a war in the Far East that generated avid

world interest and served as a prelude to the events of

August, 1914. Initiated by the Japanese with a naval

attack against the unsuspecting Russian fleet at Port

Arthur, the Russo-Japanese War erupted during a period of

intense worldwide political, economic, and military

uncertainty; moreover, all the major powers had either

political or economic agreements with one or the other of

the belligerents. Thus, the situation in the Far East in

1904-1905 was somewhat akin to the Middle East today,

volatile region where a war between the principal

belligerents could have easily involved others of the Great

Powers and precipitated an all-out general war in Europe or (CP\

elsewhere.

The war was fought on a large scale on land and sea,

with most of the fighting on land occurring in Manchuria,

while the naval engagements took place in the Yellow Sea

and the Sea of Japan. The Battle of Tsushima, fought on

May 27, 1905, where Admiral Togo's Japanese fleet defeated

the luckless Russians under Admiral Rozhdestvensky, proba-

bly stands as the most popularly-known battle of this war.

1
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The contest on land was waged over great distances by huge

armies which employed the latest technologies in armament,

communications, and transportation.

Hostilities broke out at a time when some military

analysts were questioning traditional views on warfare.'

The average officer during this period, at least in Western

armies, looked upon the proliferation of modern instruments

of war with a mixture of curiosity, disdain, occasional

fascination, and uncertainty. The dismal performance of

the British Army during the Boer War, in which British

units employing standard tactics of the day suffered

severely at the hands of Boer marksmen and artillerymen,

seemed to some British officers, at least, to indicate that

technological changes were having a decisive beneficial

effect for the defensive.

Most armies in 1904 embraced the primacy of offensive

forms of warfare; the defensive was viewed as the weaker

and more passive doctrine.2 Though defensive measures

might occasionally be necessary for short periods, most

military analysts felt that the attacker's freedom of

maneuver would foster greater initiative, morale, and

flexibility than would the static nature of the defense.

Most officers in Western Europe and the United States

subscribed to this view. While not disregarding the

increasing lethality of the battlefield due to technolo-

gical innovations in firepower. these officers insisted

that daring leadership, proper training, and a vigorous
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martial spirit, or dlan, would enable the attacker to over-

come any obstacle. To the majority of officers accepting

this doctrine, psychological preparation for war was as

important, if not more so, than any physical or technologi-

cal preparation.

A few officers felt otherwise. They, like British

Major Baden Baden-Powell, who wrote a book after the Boer

War arguing for a reevaluation of traditional thinking,

stressed the technological side of the debate. 3 In their

view, magazine-rifles, machine guns, and rapid-firing

artillery were additions to the arsenal that would

drastically alter events on the battlefield in favor of the

defensive. Pointing to incidents during the Boer War,

advocates of the defensive tried to demonstrate how the

British regulars, highly trained in the old tradition,

frequently suffered numerous casualties inflicted by Boer

irregulars fighting behind cover. As a minimum, those

officers favoring a defensive/firepower orientation toward

warfare sought to instill within their respective armies a

greater appreciation for the potential of firepower, while

arguing for at least a review of offensive tactics in light

of modern weaponry.

After the First World War, hindsight afforded many

writers the luxury to claim that the blunders of that

conflict could have been avoided if the leadership of the

period had heeded the numerous 'lessons' provided by

earlier wars. The American Civil War is usually cited as
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the first of many wars presaging the horrors of 1914-1918.

Other wars occurring after 1865 that are habitually

mentioned as having provided clues as to what to expect in

future campaigns include the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78,

the Spanish-American War, the Boer War, and the Russo-

Japanese War.4 Of all these conflicts, the Russo-Japanese

War was the latest, occurring just a decade before the

First World War, and tho largest, excepting the Civil War,

in terms of both men and material. Michael Howard states

that Europeans had this war foremost in their minds in the

summer of 1914: "It was neither the Boer War nor the

American Civil War nor even the Franco-Prussian War that

European military specialists had in mind when their armies

deployed in 1914: it was the fighting in Manchuria."8

While most modern historians seem to agree that the war was

vast and bloody, and that machine guns, trenches, and

futile frontal assaults were all prominent features of this

conflict, some disagreement obviously remains concerning

just what the armies of 1914 should have gleaned from it.

Theodore Ropp, for instance, writes: "Even after the Russo-

Japanese War it was hard to predict the effects of the new

fire weapons.. .which had reached maturity after the

introduction of smokeless powder."G

The catastrophic events of 1914-1918 seem to indicate

that the majority of military thinkers learned nothing from

the war in Manchuria. Despite the staggering casualties

which offensive tactics cost the Japanese, whom the
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Europeans had praised, the German, French, and Russian

armies all put great faith in their offensive strategies;

each believed that its respective recipe for victory--

Schlieffen Plan, Plan 17, or Plan 20--would enable it to

achieve quick and decisive victory when the inevitable

clash came.7 Since Russia had suffered significantly

during the Manchurian war, and the other major belligerents

of 1914, as well as the United States, all had observers

there during the war, the question becomes: What impact did

the Russo-Japanese War have on the major armies prior to

the Great War? Did not anything that they witnessed in

1904-1905 affect them? What did they say about it among

themselves and in their professional journals or other

literature? What influence might the war have had on

thinking on tactics, weapons, and other topics? What was

the thread of the arguments, and who were making them--

generals or lower-grade officers? This thesis attempts to

relate how events in Manchuria influenced Western military

thought within the three combat arms--infantry, artillery,

and cavalry--between 1905 and the outbreak of World War I.

Hopefully, the material presented here may help in

understanding the mentality of military professionals at

the turn of the century when technological innovations were

slowly but surely contributing to the demise of lingering

Napoleonic concepts of war.
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CHAPTER ONE: BACKGROUND

The situation in the Far East in late 1903 was

delicate. Russia and Japan were both pursuing expansion-

ist policies in the area. Russian gains in Manchuria

after the Triple Intervention, which forced Japan to

relinguish the winnings that she had acquired following

the Sino-Japanese War, were further consolidated when the

Chinese agreed in 1898 to Russian use of Port Arthur.

Japanese outrage at this move, in addition to Russian

intrigue in Korea--personified by the Bezobrazov affair--

provided the Japanese war party with more than enough

justification to push for a military response to Japan's

reversals in the region.'

The Japanese, however, wary of Russian strength,

initially sought a diplomatic solution. They attempted to

get the Russians to agree to a compromise, whereby each

country was to consider Manchuria as within the Russian

sphere of influence while recognizing Korea as being

within the Japanese sphere. The Russians, lacking a

cohesive policy in the Far East and acting on the tsar's

whimsical prerogatives, failed to conduct the talks in

good faith. Frustrated, the Japanese prepared for war as

the negotiations continued.2 Finally, on 4 February 1904,

7
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almost three weeks after they had transmitted their third

diplomatic proposal to the Russians and received no reply,

the Japanese Imperial Council decided to act; on the 5th

of February, Japanese sailors made final preparations for

getting underway as they readied for the long-awaited

clash. Thus, while the tsar and tsarina enjoyed

themselves at the opera on the evening of 8 February

19043, Admiral Togo's destroyers launched their attack

against the unsuspecting sailors of the Russian Pacific

Squadron whose vessels lay at anchor in Port Arthur.

On 10 February the world received the shocking news

that tiny Japan had dared to strike the colossal Russian

empire. The Times, in its cover story describing the

events at Port Arthur and the Russian reaction, accurately

described the atmosphere by remarking: "The news created

the profoundest impression in naval and military circles.

Its suddenness stunned them."4 Military and government

officials from Warsaw to Washington were incredulous at

both tJA audacity and the success of the attack. The

military correspondent of the Times articulated what was

on everyone's mind when he wrote:

How the Russian squadron, with all its ships under
its commander's hand, with ample warning, with plenty
of small craft and all the resources of naval science,
allowed itself to be surprised under the close fire of
its shore batteries, and further permitted its puny
adversaries to escape unscathed.. .will be a chapter to
be read and pondered by all.., s

Japan thus established the pattern that this re-

markable war was to follow. Her preemptive attack,
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deliberately conducted prior to a declaration of war,

clearly demonstrated the political and military resolve

with which she intended to achieve her national objectives

in the Far East.

While there was astonishment with Japan's initial

success, world opinion was that Japan would be crushed.6

This attitude reflected several realities, including

Russia's vast population and resources, the enormity of

her territory, and her potential economic strength, all of

which dwarfed Japan's. Racism figured prominently in the

assumption of Russia's ultimate victory throughout the

war, while later hindering post-war discussion of its

relevance to Europe. Although completely surprised and

embarrassed by Japanese temerity at Port Arthur, the

Russians continued to look down upon the Japanese, whom

Nicholas referred to as 'monkeys'7 , until events on the

battlefield convinced them to change their minds. Russian

General Kuropatkin, himself acutely aware of Japanese

abilities, recalled that before the war one of the so-

called 'Japanese experts' at Vladivostok asserted that one

Russian soldier was as good as three Japanese. A month

after hostilities broke out, this same expert stated that

if Russia was to win, it needed to field three men for

every Japanese!6 In another instance, when a Russian

officer who had been appointed military attachd to the

United States and had passed through Japan on his way home

to receive his final instructions reported that the
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Japanese army was efficient, his appointment to Washington

was cancelled on the grounds that no such fool should be

allowed to represent Russia in Washington.9 Then-Captain

Peyton C. March, who served as one of the U.S. observers

in Manchuria with the Japanese, also received a glimpse of

this attitude prior to his departure from the United

States. While walking down Connecticut Avenue the day

after he was notified about his new assignment, he met the

Russian military attach6. The Russian congratulated him,

then commented: "The only question in my mind is whether

you will be able to get out there in time.. .It will be

only a local affair."' 0  Until the battle of the Yalu

River--the first significant ground clash between the

belligerents--the Russians maintained their opinion that

the Japanese were mad in declaring war, and persisted in

ridiculing them."

But the Russians were not the only ones with a

feeling of occidental superiority. Kaiser Wilhelm II of

Germany had inflamed public opinion in both Germany and

other nations with his rhetoric concerning the 'Yellow

Peril'. His infamous exhortati-a to the German contingent

sent to Peking in 1900 to deal so harshly with the Chinese

that "no Chinaman.. .will dare to look a German in the

face" 12 in some respects represented what many in western

Europe felt toward all non-white races. The very first

page of the German official history of the Russo-Japanese



conflict provides an interesting insight into the

ethnocentrism prevalent in Germany, as well as in many

other parts of the Western world during this period; in

describing events leading to the war, it states:

Japan had but one choice, either to remain inactive
in the face of progress of European civilization and
power, like her Chinese neighbor, or to boldly take up
the struggle for existence by adopting the means on
which the superiority of the white race is based.1 3

The initiation of hostilities at Port Arthur and

Chemulpo (Inchon) surprised the naval and military

specialists of Europe and the United States, as well as

their governments, all of whom were deeply concerned with

the changes that this war could effect in the power balance

of the Far East and its possible consequent impact on

Europe. 14 Coming so quickly after the controversial Boer

War, which many military officers felt offered nothing

worth studying for use in a European conflict, the war in

Manchuria seemed more pertinent. The Russian Army was one

of the foremost in Europe, and the Japanese Army had been

trained by German experts as its navy had been by the

British.18 Both forces were equipped with the latest

armaments, including machine guns, magazine rifles, quick-

firing artillery, and mobile heavy artillery. Both sides

possessed that interesting and ancient missile, the hand

grenade, which was to be used with regularity around Port

Arthur. Other items of modern technology, such as

mines,search-lights, and barbed wire were also employed.

Each side possessed balloons, but seldom used them. Also
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figuring prominently in this war for the first time was the

large-scale use of field telephones. These devices had a

tremendous impact on the traditional way of doing things,

especially in the defense. There they were used to connect

strongpoints with headquarters and supporting artillery

batteries, while in artillery units they allowed the guns

to remain masked while conducting fire missions through

wire contact with the forward observers--about which more

will be said later. But one of the most visible aspects of

this war, the extensive use of trenches by both the offense

and the defense, generated some of the most heated debate

between the end of hostilities in 1905 and the outbreak of

World War 1.16 Ironically, while the participants in this

war possessed all the modern weapons which the Europeans

would initially go to war with in 1914, minus the airplane,

the Japanese were to win the most sensational contest of

the war--Port Arthur--by eventually resorting to siege

warfare.17

It was with great anticipation, therefore, that

military observers and correspondents from throughout the

world trekked to Manchuria. The political, military, and

naval significance of the conflict attracted a larger

number of foreign military observers than any previous

war. 26 By far it was the most closely, extensively, and

professionally observed war of the pre-1914 era because "on

sea as on land the Russo-Japanese War was the one large-

scale full-blown conflict between 1871 and 1914 to test
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all the theories which had been confided in innumerable

papers to service magazines of half a dozen countries,

expounded in books or argued over the mess or wardroom

tables."' 9 A clear idea of the amount of international

military attention focused on Manchuria can be gained from

the number of observers sent there during the war; as of 20

July 1904, a little over five months after the war began,

there were twenty-five foreign military and six naval

observers attached to the Russian forces there; a similar

number of observers were with the Japanese armies.20 While

all the major European nations were represented and the

United States (who, with four observers per army had more

than any other nation) as well, other countries sending

representatives included Argentina, Chile, and Canada. At

least eighty-three observers from fifteen countries had an

opportunity to witness some aspect of this war. Indeed, it

seemed as though international prestige, as well as

professional curiosity, required a country to have an

observer or two in Manchuria.2 1

Many of those officers participating as observers

later achieved distinction or rose to positions of high

rank in their respective armies. Besides March, who later

became U.S. Army Chief of Staff in World War I, other well-

known American officers serving in Manchuria included

Colonel Enoch Crowder, later Judge Advocate General of the

U.S. Army, Provost Marshal General, and head of the Secret

Service; and Captain John J. Pershing, who commanded the
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American Expeditionary Forces in France and afterwards also

served as Army Chief of Staff. Several of the European

officers later rose to high rank and positions of

responsibility as well; Lieutenant General Sir Ian Hamilton

commanded the ill-fated Dardanelles expedition in 1915;

Lieutenant General Sir William Nicholson became a Field-

Marshal and Chief of the Imperial General Staff; French

Colonel Corvisant and the Prussian Major von Etzel,

observers with the Japanese First Army in Manchuria, later

squared off against one another at Verdun as corps

commanders; Captain Max Hoffmann, who established a firm

friendship with Peyton March while in Manchuria, later

became Chief of Staff of Germany's eastern front command

and handled the crucial Brest-Litovsk negotiations for the

Germans; and Major Enrico Caviglia later commanded an

Italian corps in World War I and then served as Minister of

War. Coincidentally, all these officers were attached to

the Japanese armies during the war, compelling Alfred

Vagts, author of The Military Attach6, to state that "the

intellectually most impressive group of such observers ever

assembled was on the Japanese side in the war of 1904-

1905.,,2

Intense world interest in this conflict brought

another equally select group of professionals to its

battlegrounds--the war correspondents. Well before the

surprise attack on Port Arthur, a few Western correspond-

ents had already descended upon Tokyo in gleeful
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anticipation of something, they knew not what, occurring

between Japan and Russia. Within weeks of the war's

declaration, over a hundred correspondents reached Tokyo--

all of them clamoring for permission to go to Manchuria.2 Z

Very few Westerners sought to accompany the Russians in the

field compared to the numbers crowding Tokyo; this was

probably a reflection of Russian lethargy and bureaucratic

ineptitude in establishing a coherent policy of encouraging

and managing public affairs helpful to the war effort. The

Japanese, on the other hand, diligently manipulated the

press and made every effort to present matters in the best

possible perspective for world consumption.24 Among those

who eagerly ventured to the east to cover the war were some

of the most well-known and respected military correspond-

ents of the era, including Charles & Court Repington,

Sydney Tyler, Frederick McCormick, Frederick Palmer,

William Maxwell, and Frederic Villiers. The well-known

novelist and newspaperman Richard Harding Davis also

witnessed events in Manchuria. Perhaps the most colorful

personality of all who managed to cover this war was Jack

London, who recklessly and illegally managed to reach Korea

before any of the other Japan-bound press corps by way of a

steam launch, coastal steamer, and finally, a native

fishing junk.25 London, despite his socialist orientation,

loathed the Japanese and made no effort to conceal his

disdain; he was arrested by the Japanese three times in

four months, and was eventually expelled from Manchuria
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after he struck a Japanese coolie whom he accused of

stealing fodder.26

From the beginning, the Japanese and the Russians were

suspicious of the correspondents and equally uncertain

about what to do with the military observers. Both sides

yearned for positive exposure in this contest, yet each was

obsessed with the possibility of vital information being

provided to the other side. The Japanese, while desiring

to foster good relations, nevertheless took a hard line and

enforced rigid standards of conduct for both observers and

correspondents. The Westerners were restricted to a two-

mile circle around their camp, beyond which they could not

go without permission, and then only when accompanied by an

officer.27 When the foreigners were allowed to observe an

actual battle, it was usually from some quite distant

hilltop, often miles away, where the ability to distinguish

clearly what was happening was nil. Frustrated correspond-

ents and military observers often met together to social-

ize, dine, and compare notes. Many of the correspondents,

angry at what they felt was a waste of time and incensed at

Japanese insouciance, voted with their feet and left. One

of those to do so was the flamboyant Colliers correspondent

Richard Harding Davis, who expressed his frustration at

being unable to participate first-hand in battles by

comparing himself and his comrades "to the young woman who

was told that she might go out to swim but she mustn't go

near the water."20 John Fox, Jr., a writer for S
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Magazine who departed Manchuria with Davis, fumed: "of this

war in detail I knew no more than I should have known had I

stayed at home--and it had taken me seven months to learn

that it was meant that I should not know more." 29

A dramatic indication of the irritation amongst the

attaches at this treatment unexpectedly surfaced during one

battle when the pertinacious Captain Hoffmann requested

permission from a Japanese staff officer to watch a

Japanese attack from a nearby hill; the Japanese indicated

in the negative by a slight smile, whereupon Hoffmann lost

his temper and shouted: "You are yellow--you are not

civilized if you'll not let me go to that hill!" The

Japanese officer, a general, replied calmly in German: "You

may not go."30 Ironically, while the observers and their

civilian counterparts greatly admired the Japanese soldiers

and marvelled at their untiring gallantry after suffering

decimating losses, they could not help but resent the

restrictions placed upon them and the condescending manner

with which they were handled. It is not surprising,

therefore, that many westerners at war's end returned to

their respective countries upset by their experiences.3 1

The frequent dispatches relayed by the war

correspondents and the reports generated by the military

observers provided the grist for the massive debates which

followed concerning the lessons and significance of this

war--something that had begun even while the war was in

progress. The correspondents routinely sent out periodic
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accounts of the fighting, while some, returning early,

managed to publish versions of their experiences before the

end of hostilities. As the observers returned to their

respective countries, they began to write in the different

service journals and to speak at the various branch

schools, thus further disseminating first-hand knowledge to

attentive officers. While both correspondents and

observers published volumes of their individual

experiences, the British, French, German, and American

armies all thought it worth their while to produce multi-

volume histories or reports of the war, based almost

exclusively upon the information gleaned by the observers.

Those that witnessed events in Manchuria, whether civilian

or military, undoubtably succeeded in furnishing their

respective civilian and military audiences with a

considerable amount of information on the Russo-Japanese

War. This information was later crucial to debating the

doctrinal issues that remained unsettled at war's end.

Officially, the Japanese declared war on 10 February

1904; the Russians followed on the 18th. The Japanese

seemed to face the biggest dilemma; with their armies,

supplies, and reinforcements all dependent upon sea lines

of communications, they had to insure positive coordination

between their land and naval strategy to guarantee

success. Additionally, at the outset they had to start

from scratch; General Kuropatkin possessed 100,000 men that

he could commit to battle, while the Japanese, notwith-
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standing many spies and saboteurs, had none in Manchuria

and would have to build up their forces.3 2 Hence, with the

Russian fleet at least temporarily battered at Port Arthur,

the Japanese sought to land quickly their armies,

consolidate, and decisively defeat the existing Russian

forces in Manchuria before the Russians could bridge the

gap in the Trans-Siberian railroad around Lake Baikal. The

Japanese were under no illusions about the situation; they

knew that once the Russians set in motion the mechanism for

sustaining and reinforcing the war effort that they, the

Japanese, would be overwhelmed.3 3 The Japanese plan was to

assault and secure Port Arthur, thereby effectively

eliminating the Russian naval threat, and then to

concentrate the whole of their land forces in one great

battle, thereby hopefully compelling the Russians to

abandon the war. Japan started the war, then, to fight for

a compromise and not for a total victory--which she knew

was beyond her reach.34

The first encounters on land occurred in Korea where

minor skirmishes between Cossacks and the advancing

Japanese 1st Army precipitated the first major clash on the

Yalu. There, as the fog lifted at 5:00 A.M. on 1 May, the

15,000 Russian defenders were greeted by the impacting

artillery shells of the Japanese artillery; an hour later

the three divisions of General Kuroki's 1st Army, roughly

42,000 strong, began to ford the Ai river, completely

outflanking the Russians on the left. By the end of the
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day, the Russian survivors were falling back in disorder as

the Japanese consolidated their positions and moved up

additional troops.35 Thus, the significantly larger

Japanese army defeated and routed the bewildered Russians;

total losses were 168 killed and 699 wounded for the

Japanese, while Russian casualties totalled 614 dead,

including thirty officers, 1053 wounded, and 526 missing,

most of whom were prisoners.3 6 Despite the disparity in

numbers of combatants in favor of the Japanese, the battle

served as a harbinger of things to come--Japanese tactical

victories followed by successful, albeit hectic, Russian

withdrawals. The failure of the Japanese after each

battle, including the Yalu, to conduct an energetic pursuit

prevented their armies from delivering the decisive blow

they sought--& la Sedan.

Following the battle of the Yalu, the ground war

basically developed into two distinct episodes: (1) the

siege and fall of Port Arthur, which included the

destruction of the Russian squadron in the harbor, and (2)

the series of Japanese victories on land, culminating in

the battle of Mukden.37 Fighting against time, the

determined Japanese made every effort to bring the issue to

a conclusion as swiftly as they could. They committed

their best regulars and reservists, as well as all the

available material that they could muster, into Manchuria

as rapidly as their logistics system permitted. The

Russians, however, considering Manchuria to be a secondary
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theater, maintained their crack Guards and Grenadier units

in western Russia. partly out of European concerns, and

increasingly due to domestic disturbances threatening the

country.38 Instead, the government relied at first on

lower-category reservists and Siberian units to meet the

need for troops, a fact that helps to explain some of the

Russian difficulties in motivating their troops as the war

progressed. Bureaucratic inertia, which permitted

countless incompetent, lackadaisical, and unfit officers to

maintain their rank and commands, significantly complicated

the situation for the Russians, something that infuriated

Kuropatkin.3 9 Nevertheless, as the war progressed,

Japanese fears were realized as their first-rate officers

and soldiers perished in ever-greater numbers at Port

Arthur and in central Manchuria, while the strength and

quality of the Russian army improved with the arrival of

each train from European Russia.

The duration, ferocity, and staggering losses of the

battles were unforeseen by both belligerents. The Russians

primarily clung to the defensive, fired in volleys on

command, and believed wholeheartedly in the bayonet--which

they used very successfully against exhausted remnants of

Japanese units who managed to reach their trenches. The

Japanese, adhering to the rigid tactical precepts of the

German infantry regulations of 1889 and 1902, massed

infantry ranks during an attack as a matter of course.40

The American, German, and French observers all duly noted
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this fact on several occasions. 41 At the battle of Nan

Shan, a minor defensive outpost guarding the approaches to

Port Arthur, the Japanese force of about 30,000 attacked

the 4,000 Russian defenders who were eatrenched and

strongly supported by artillery. Though gaining the

position, the reckless Japanese attacks in the open cost

them dearly; over 4,400 men were lost in this one-day

battle--12.5% of the attacking force.4 2 Later, as casualty

lists mounted during the horrific general assaults agair.st

Port Arthur's defenses, Japanese officers became so

concerned that they resorted to siege warfare, while

reevaluating their offensive doctrine. If nothing else,

the siege of Port Arthur vividly demonstrated that troops

occupying heavily fortified positions could withstand the

most punishing bombardments delivered by modern artillery

and still repel a numerically-superior attacker. Com-

pletely isolated by land and sea, Port Arthur's roughly

42.000 defenders made the Japanese pay dearly for each

gain; after six months of fighting, Port Arthur surrendered

on 2 January 1905, at a cost to the Japanese of 51,780 men,

or more than a third of the besieging army.43 Japanese

expectations of quick and easily-won victories were once

and for all shattered on the siegeworks of the Kwantung

peninsula.

The entire nature of the war had changed by February,

1905, when Marshal Oyama, commanding all the Japanese field

forces, launched his four armies against Kuropatkin's
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troops defending Mukden. Even as Japanese victories on

land and sea occurred with more and more regularity, the

fact of the matter was that Japan was rapidly wearing out.

Her best troops, decimated in the first battles, were now

being replaced by older men and second-rate reservists.

Her material situation was deteriorating at an even quicker

rate, and her economic position was rapidly eroding,

despite victories. Foreign loans were becoming more

difficult to obtain.44 Meanwhile, though the outlook along

the Trans-Siberian railway improved remarkably--with ever-

increasing numbers of troops arriving every month--and

Russian strength actually rising as Japan's waned, an aura

of defeatism permeated the population and the Russian Army.

The events of Bloody Sunday provided proof of the

considerable discontent existing in the country at the same

time that disheartened soldiers continued to be bested by

previously despised foes. The most damning example of

morale in the Army by this time was the high number of

soldiers who deliberately shot off their index finger,

i.e., their trigger finger, thus forcing the army to

release them due to a medical disability.45

This was the situation when the largest battle in

modern history at that time commenced at Mukden, with

310,000 Russians defending against 300,000 Japanese.4 6 For

eighteen days, from 21 February to 10 March, the

belligerents assailed each other over a front extending

over forty miles, employing heretofore unknown quantities
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of artillery and machine guns. Though Oyama's attempt to

turn the Russian right and decisively defeat them failed,

and Kuropatkin's army eventually fled north to reconsti-

tute safely at Harbin, the battle clearly ended in a

Japanese victory. The Japanese infantry, having suffered

grievously in earlier battles by maintaining close order at

all costs in the final assault, at last demonstrated their

understanding of the strength of the defensive; they

realized that Banzai charges alone could not overcome

machine guns, and therefore in this battle made full use of

the loose formation. For the first time the troops

employed artificial cover: using sandbags and digging

trenches during the attack. Greater emphasis was placed on

achieving fire superiority before charging prepared

positions, and infiltration methods were now tried, since

the soldiers were fighting under fewer restrictions.47 The

ability of the Japanese army to attack and defeat Russian

defenders who outnumbered them, and who fought from

trenches with overhead cover, protected by barbed wire

obstacles, mines, and artillery and machine gun support,

was nothing short of miraculous. Many factors accounted

for the Japanese victory, not the least of which was the

incompetent Russian leadership, as well as the grim

determination of the Japanese attackers.

While the scope and duration of this battle surprised

many observers, the casualty figures attested to the death

and destruction of the modern battlefield; total casualties


